Kt. 8, Frederick, Kb. 21701 


Sear Tin Suaaaa, 

While I have not boon able to catch up on the status of the FOI anendmeata - I 
haven't oven seen their texts - Ji» Losar leads mo to believe that two of the issues are 
"investigatory files" and "national security." Here I thiak two of ny suits are close to 
the hast horrible examples you can get. 

The first is C.A.718-70. It ia the eae I discussed with you, th® Departasnt of 
Justice's actual confiscation of the records of the British court followed by describing 
it as an "investigatory file fer law enforcement purposes," then actually classifying 
it, then denying it had it, and then, aft or an order by Judge Curran, withholding the 
classification by supplying partial xeroxes Scotch-taped together. I have the originals 
ef tliis editing, in the envelopes in which they were nailed >:e. 

Whan a court record is an "investigatory file" is there anything that can't b® 
so designates, by wrongdoing officials? 

In this case the offense is More greveus because Jin and I have since Made it a 
aatter of court record that one by-product was hiding perjury in the extradition of 
Janas Earl Ray. Another was hiding staged evidence, ia picture fora. Still another was 
the withholding of exculpatory evidence. This improperly withhold public iafornatioa, 
called an "investigatory file," was a Major factor in the 6th circuit's rather strong 
ruling fer a "full scale judicial inquiry" into moral, ethical and professional 
improprieties it said this case reeked ef. 

In C.A. 2052-73 we have the ®s» who is now the vetoing President purloining th® 

TOP SECRHC and selling it eosaaercially after which the government withholds it from wa 
for years aa essential to the "national security. " 

If yeu have road that transcript, you knew there is ia it ne question of either 
"national security" or ef tha possibility of it being aa "investigatory file" cenpilsd 
by a body with a® law-oaf or esneat purposes. Or powers. 

If Jin did not new have to carry the full load of condensing an enormous record 
ia the Ray evidentiary hearing into a written closing argument I would ask him to proceed 
with what I had done both in writing and by phene, on the assumption that our cajtmunicatieas 
are not private. I released hin from his obligation to no, his client, so he could meet 
his lawyer's obligation as an officer ef the ceurt. 1 asked him to write Earl Silbert, 
telling Silbert that either J. Lee Rankin or I had cowaitted perjury and tliat they both, 
as officers ef tho court, should proceed with a determination ef who had cesanittod this 
soria us criac, perjury. 

Delivery of the transcript followed close upon this, as it did up«a our discussion 
of appeal. 

I aa, of course, still willing for this to be presented to Mr. Silbert, only net 
at this moment by Jin. He i3 overloaded for a month. We havs already established one 
procodent ia this case. We nay improve upon it. 

My files are available to yeu if you have ne-.td or interest. They are too large t© 
carry to yeu but anyone you nay want to send can take whatever can be useful. Whan con- 
victed criminals like IQ.eiadi.enst sake determinations tha tax court records are "investi- 
gatory files" I hope they nay be useful. 

Before I loft for Memphis I asked that a copy of the new book baaed ©n C.A. 2052—73 
be delivered to yeu. There is sons duplication between it and the enclosed letter to Dr. 
Rhoads. However, when I saw he,; the conversations with V&wtor and Graham were going I 
taped tinea. Rhoads did beg Graham to ask under FOI for what Rheads had denied aa and 
Vawter did beg me to sue instead of using the machinery of the law. 

Sincerely, 



